. "DOCUNENT RESUAE ot
Ep109 658 - T 95 " gs_002 059

2

. ~

AUTHOR * - Harste, Jefome C.3 And Others -
TITLE . Tbuprd,?alidating Reading Teacher competencies.
INSTITUTION Indiana Univ.-, ,Blooaington. School of Education.
SPONS . AGENCY - Office‘of pducation (DHEW), Washington, D.C.
‘PUB DATE: Mar 75 - U -, -
GRANT OEG-0-72-0492-725 ~- oot )
.- NOTE ‘ 18p. ‘ Mo te s
JOURNAL CIT Teacher Bducation Forum; v3 n9 Entire-Issue March
- e "975 [N ’ !

EDRS‘PR&CE MF-3$0.76 HC-$1.58 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS xEffective Teaching; Elementary Education;

’ per formance Based Teacher Pducation; *Reading
Instruction; *Reading R?search;v*neading Skills;
Research Methodolagy; *Teacher Evdaluation

ABSTRACT. ' . . ;

N © . .Twvo studigs are reported which represent an attenpt
ataoperationalizing the.first step of a seven“step strategy for
yalidating readingfteaéher,competencies. That step is to develop a
procedure wvhereby the profession pmight identify the components of
reading m turity at various tevels. The paper discusses and explores
the follgwing three aé!unptions vhich underlie the first step and on
-which the viapility of the model ‘depends: (1) agreement among groups

_of reading educators ig possible;- .(2) pupil outcomes can be
jdendified which are acceptable to reading educators; "(3) once’
jdentified, these outcomes can be' ordered as to their saliency at
various reading levels. In the first study, 13 reading professors at -
a midvwestern university were dolled. Twelve pupil outcomes were a

' erally accepted and ranked with the proad areas of attitude and
‘comprehension considered most jmportant to reading maturity as‘pupiis
exit from elementary school.. When primédry and jntermediate reading B
teachers were polled, tfey too accepted the 12 pupil outcomes, were
able to rank these outcomes, and ' were in general agreement within

. +heir subgroup. However, elementary teachers ranked decoding skills .,

as most.important. (MKHM)
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) Competency—based teacher eduzation programs are
currently being designed and devetoped. Lacking a -
research foundation which associates teacher behavior
pat;ernsxwith dimensipns of pupil growth, competency-
based program developef% must use intuition and pro- : *
.féessional consensus for determining which competencies ' '
. A to include in their- program. Two exploratory studies DR
were conducted to.test the viability of an empiricalfy
based procedure for the validation of reading teacher
competehcies. Results from both studiesj were supportive
. of the procedure. The research rebpg;e? provides a
viable set of procedures for involvement by various
groups of reading educators in operationalizing defini-—
tions of reading maturity and for continuing the active
pursuit of research focused upon the validation of read-
’ ing teacher competencies. ’ ’

»

t { i

. ) v
Research studies attempting to jdentify key variables 1in reading~inétruc-
tion have repeatedly reached the conclusion that it is the teacher, not the -
instructional approach, material or groupiﬁg_pattern used, which most clearly

.. accounts for the variance ia reading .progress among children (Artley, 1969;
Austin and Morrison, 1963; Bond and d&kstra, 1967, Harrig, 1969, etc.).  Dee
. spite the apparently significant re\giionship between the ''teacher vdriable"
. and good reading instruction, few research studies explore which specific

teacher behaviors, or competencies, contribute most to optimum pupil perform-
ance M reading.

A , ! o . -
-

.

. Lacking such basie information about teacher competencies and related
pupil Hehaviors, it seems premature that cdmpetéhcy-based programs designed
to prepare teachers of reading are being deveiobed. Clearly anyone who has

engaged in such an adventure must agree with Turner (1973) that competency-
based programs are typically composed of sets of competencies which represent
the "best guesses' of experts. Without basic research designed to validate
competencies, educators have, quite frankly, Tittle else_ to build uéon.

_;> To provide the kind of research base needed 'to validate competeﬁcies in
the area of teaching reading, we propose that a series.of interrelated ex-—,
\ : plorations be undertaken. The blueprint for thisiseries,of studies builds
' upon the ideas ‘of Artley (1969) and specifies a research strategy by which

the profess}on might empirically validate competencies in the teaching of
reading.

Step 1:- Develop a pfocedure whereby the profession might jdertify
the components~of what is meant by reading maturity at
various levels, 1.e., primary grade level, intermediate
prade level, etc. .

-

' _Step 2@ Once the cdpponents of reading maturity are defined, identify
‘ - means by which such behaviors will h@measured. . '
. N |
‘ . N 1
JEROME C. HARSTE is assoctate professor of education and co-director of -

pnoject SELATE, Division of Teacher Education, ;nQiapa University, Blo ington,’
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Step 3: Identify teachers whd are successful and less suceessful
in helping children grovw in reading maturity as def tned
and, measured in Sseps One.and . Two. e

Siep 4: @scertéin teacher beﬁéviors which appear toO distinguiéh
successfyl from less successful teachers of reading. »
Ny , e

Step 5: Through qxperimentation, detérmife the relationship
between each behavior and pupil growth toward reading

matuyﬂttx\\f

Step 6: Use the iﬁ ormation provide& in Steps One through Five

to improve the -program of teacher education in reading J
by developing tqﬁcher training mgterials which attempt ‘
to prepare teachers in these competéncies.

’

[4

¢
< Step 7: Validate these training materials using as criteria the

intersect of “teacher performance and pupil learning.
. T A

The studies which are reported here repfesgnt an attempt at operational-
ijzing the first step of this overall strategy for validating reading t%acher
competencies. specifically this paper discusses and explores. three assumptions
which underlie the first step and upon which the viability of the model de-
pends: (1) that apreement ‘among groups of reading educators 1is possible{ (2)
that pupil outcomes can be identified which are acceptable to reading educa-
tors as definitions of_reading maturfty; and (3)  that once jdentified, these
pupil outcomes can be ordered as to their saliency at various reading levels.

* . METHOD-STUDY ONE

Subjects \

’

2

All reading program faculty members (N=13) at a major midweéstern uni-
versity were surveyeq.in January 1974. q{L
. - ) 4 :/ "
— ' . ‘ . i
Matgrials and Procedures

f

Puéil outcomes in the a}ea of reading were sent to each reading faculty
member. Faculty mémbers were asked_to read each of the 12 pupil outcomes -
(each was typed on a 3 x 5 card) and sort them into categories of importance,
placing four cards in each of three categories, (''most importance," "average

"importance,f and "'least importancé")t To aid participants in sorting, three

. . o ! ;
frames were included. , When partlcipants had completed this task, they were
asked to transcribe their decisions onto 2 summary sheet and returh the package
to the investigators. -

Pupil ou;zﬁﬁzzbused are those thcg follow, and’ represeng outcomes iden-
tified by the Center for the Study of Fvaluation (an educational research and
development center funded under ESFA) as it functioned in its role as 2 clear-
{nphouse on school cvaluation (Hoepfnert, Bradley, Klein and Alkin, 1972).

Attitude and Béhavior Modification From Reading: Selects
. different types of teading materials according to purposes.
Reads newspapers and other sources of information. Seeks
P Y

4
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‘out certain types of matenials to get specific informa-
tion, and as an aid to study. Is able to change behavior,
‘feelings, and opinions as ‘a result of knowledge gained
through reading. - . :

‘Attitude Toward Reading! Reads vagiaqs-types_of‘literature
in spare time for persoqal_enjoyménta Reads “to improve
understanding of mankind. Enjoys the various ways in which
literature presents ideas (poetry, fictiom, etc.). Under-
stands the help reading offers ‘to improving vocabulary,
.speaking, and writing abilities. Likes to read.

>

Critical Reading: Recbgnizes intentions of author and
purpose of the writing? Can decide on the basis of logic .
and judgment the quality of the writing. Can tell fact
from fiction and oner type of literiture from another
(fairy tales, true stories, etc.). Can recogpize writing
that encourages one point of view over any other or that
does not make Iogical sense. Can tell .the difference be-
tween fact, opinigp, guesses, and statements of feelings.

: )

Inference Making from gelected Selections: Correctly
interprets what is read. Recognizes from the materials
what kinds of chatacters are being talked about. Can tell
that the characters in a story are sad or happy, trustworthy
or untrustowrthy, etc. Can tell why characters act as they

“do. L . Y

N . L .

- Oral Reading: Reads aloud with correct .feeling and meaning.
Reads clearly and smoothly. QSesrexpression in reading
aloud. Reads words correctly. Understands what is bging
read. : . . .

]

Bﬁpnetac Recognition: Can identify the sounds of letters
(phﬁne ics).” Can sound-out words whén sounds correspond to
dpellihg. Uses the sound ing-out’ of letters and words {phonics)
as .a rgading tool. _' ) _ ;

Recognition of Literary_DeQices: Recogpnizes basic figures of
h as metaphor$ (seeing one thing in terms of another:
jewel™); symbol; (thihgs that

r something else, as the dove stﬁnds for peace); ironly

opposite to intentions: In getting his wish for 'gold,
King Midas also turned his daughter into gold); exaggeration
(making a thing seem more or less significant than it is: "1
was so scared, 1 jumped a mile!™).

Rggggg}gion‘gg Word Meanings: Has a good vocabulary. “Recog-

nizes ‘the meanings of words by the way they” are used. Recog-~
nizes words by looking at .common beginnings and endings. Rec=—
opnizes words .that mean the same thing, opposite things, and
words that sound alike but_ mean different things. Uses 1bgic
in trying to- understand the meaning of words. . "

-

Fﬁi]§ and events 1n the order in

‘reading. ’

Remen@gg}né Eﬁ}g}mation_ﬁgad: ’Rét:lls main ideas and the de~

ich they appeared in the

§)

~a




'rlx Understands both the main ideas 2ahd the details that Support

)
Pal

N

, ~4- o
Silent |Reading Efficiency: Selects reading speed to meet ,
need (understanding as a whole, to remember all or ‘part, or

- ‘to rémember spetific facts in the @aterial). v

v\ s . - .
., . " ' 4 . . ’
- Structural Recognition: Recégnizes word roots, common be-
g . ginnings &nd endihgs (yre-«gpd -ing), syllables, plurals,
v - and word combinations (conttactiops such aé isn't, haven't, | .

: aren't). : : o

-

Understanding Ideat ional Complexes (Reading Comprehension):

the ideas of reading selections. Can state the ideas in " .
different words.' Understands the message presented in the \
reading. - . .

s/

- ’ . -

. . ‘RESULTS-STUDY ONE

Usable responses were received frog all faculty members, pélled. &en‘of
the thirteen faculty completed the task as per the directionss Two question-
naires ‘were completed in a manner other than that requested. The results of
these questionnaires will be reported below in the section entitled Accepta-
bility.- One questionnaire, while completed in the general manner suggested,
rated seven pupil outcomes as "most important.” The results of this quest ion-
naire will be reported in the section entitled Salieney.

T ) Agreement

In order to determine‘the degfee-of agreement among the rankings re-
Q\ceived from the reading faculey members, Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance
'(U) was computed. Table 1 reports the results of this computation. The
' size of concordance indicates that there is high agreement among these reading’
facult'y members in their ranking of the twelve pupil outcomes. The significance
qf the coefficient of concordance was tested and found to be significiht be-

yond' ‘the .01 level (M=10 and N=12). . 'y .
b . ' ) -
Accegtabilitz .

. Responses received indicate that the pupil outcomes given were., for the
- most part, acceptable as written. Faculty members were given an opportunity
to suggest additional goals or outcomes yhich should be considered. Responses
to this question:varied from those suggesting an extension or qodification of
one or,more outcdpes; to those who expressed mych broader areas of concern.
. ALl reéﬁonses received are given below. Items 1 -and 2 are .those made by fac-
. ulty not completing the questionnaire in the manner requested by the investiga-
_tors. - Items 3 and &4 are those comments which were received on questionnaires
~ which were completed in the manner suggested by the investigators.

(1) "It is impossible to rank competencies as all are needed
and. should be important at various times throughout the -

reading program.”

., 1?) '"while competencies are important, (he copsteliation of
' : comﬁeténcies, or what 1 dall 'total reading behavior' .
R ought to be the focus and not smaller units¢"”

]

{ S,

v 3 . N
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""Would recommend you {nclude a competency- such as "Being
able to adjust rate of reading to material being read
(including skimming).'" ] )
:"Would refommend‘the fbllowing alterations to your current
statements: -

. .

.

(a) Attitude Towards Readigé_a&d '"Understands the help

experience offers'in supporting meaningful reading.'
& ’

. {nference Making efromyReading Selections replace
"correctly' with ‘provide a reasonable interpretation
of what is read.’ :

. .
Recognition of Word Meaning add 'uses context in.
trying to understand the meaning of word§1'

L : i
(d) Structural Recognition add '‘recognizes larger than
word structural units.'" . 4 v

’

. Gince the intent of this reseqrcﬁ'is to operationglize a definition of read-
ing maturity, the concerns expressed in Items 1 and 2 reflect the investiga-

_ tors' own concerns. Responses 3 and & indjcate changes which should be in-

cluded }n a rewrite of these competencies to fufthe; strengthen them. |

\
\

r . . \
y

- Saliency

. Table 2 indicabes the rank Jrder and weighted mean averages by relative
distribution of pupil outcomes for members of the reading faculty. ' Directions
told participants " . the twelve cards contain proposed statements of what

a child ought to be hble to do as a result of the- elementary reading instruc--

tion he received. We would like to know which of these outcomes you feel are
of most importance, which are of &average importance, and which are of least
importance.” . ’

: : 3\

Weighted mean averages of 3.0 indjcate either that all participants tend
to rate this item of average impdftance or that three elatively equal-sized
parficipant subgroups varied considerably in their ranking of an iwem. Items
with weighted means above'3.56indicaté participant agreement with great numbers
of participants ranking the items higher in importance.

-

An analysis of these data indicates that reading pf&?essors at this oni-
versity express a unanimous belief that growth and development in the broad
areas of attitude and comprehension are major indices of reading maturity as
pupils exit from the elementary school . One professor, whose rankings could
not He analyzed in the conventional mamper, checked seven pupil outcomes as
"most” important’:_ - '

- -Attitude and Behavior Modification from Reading
-Attitude Toward Reading , .
-Critical Reading ' <
—Inference Making from Readinp Selections
—Recognition of Word Meanings J/ ’

-Silent Reading Efficiency
-Understanding ldeational Complexes

“
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. - : . . 'I’].".
Comparison of this proféssor's responses with those in Table .2 reveals that,
only one item faits to parallel the ‘mean ranking calculated for the samplc.i

t.&"

-

DISCUSSION o

. Voo ’ - a
In order to formulate a broad and inclusive concept, of feading maturity,

a first step proposed in validating reading teacher competencies, three
as‘nptions must be made: ‘

(1) that agreement among groupé of reading-educators is possibi;;

e

. b - ‘ 3 - .o . °
(2) that pupil outcomes can be identified which are acceptable
to reading educators as definitions of reading maturity; and,
(3) once identified, that pupil outcomes can be ordered as to
saliency given various reading matu¥ity points. :
»

{ insofar as the data collected from ;eadjng\ﬁaaulty at one‘major mid-
western university is concerned, credence is given to the viability and
acceptability, of these assumptions. That is to say, (1) agreement among this
faculty was possible and found to be significant, (2) pupil butcomes were
identified which were generally acceptable as a definition of reading maturity,
and (3) salient outcomes, that is, outcomes which were believed to be those
which should be_broéd goals of the elementary schooling experience, were

jdentifiable.

* s

. ?robaﬁiy one of the most interesting findings in Study One is the un-
/animity of agreement among this greup of reading faculty regarding salient
outcomes of good reading instruction At the termination of the elementary
schooling process. While the areas identified (attitude and comprehension)
are as expected in that ‘these are‘areas which are currently prominent in pro-
) fessional thinking, the fact that agreement was found should ot be dismissed

lightly.. Optimistically, if agreement. was possible among this faculty, it
may be found more generally within thesprofession. If true, future studies
might, explore the possibility of identifying a set of outcomes which represent
an expert judgment as to what -the outcomes of~reading struction ought to be.
1f such a study were conducted .i\a credible manner, tz; resulting framework
wight provide guidance to those p¢ ons developihg.instructional materials
and tests. These people now, throug the materials they develop, are estab-
lishing reading priority outcomes. ‘e - )

Ay

The focus of the second exploration became 'to further explore this ‘area
and determine (1) whether there was agreement between qeading facylty,hembgrg'
and public school teachers of reading, and regardless of these findings to
determine, (2) whether there was agreemént among publie school teachers of
reading as to -salient outcomes. .

)

METHOD-STUDY TWO

Subjects

‘Two, TOoups of primary and intermediate pgading'teachers were the focus of
study two (N=78). Group 1 consisted of classroom teachers in four schools

"9

vl




' Overall’Rank Order and Weighted
tribution of Pup11 Outcomes

TABLE 2. ’ «

. - ,‘ ’

£or Reading Prdfessors (N=

L 4
.

-

Mean Averages by Relative Dis-

=10)

T
WEIGHTED

SCALE

SCALE | “RANK *‘PUPIL OUTCOMES
‘ ’ * M . MEANS
4.6 1 Cr1t1ca1 Reading s " 4.6
T 4.4 2 N Understandlng Ideatlonal Complexes 4.4

4.2

4.0

9.5

1]

Att1tude and Behav1or Modlflcatlon
from Reading

’

Attitude Toward Reading

L}

Inference Making From Reading Selections

-~

Recognition of Word Meanings

Phonetic Recognibipn,«’

) Silent'Reading Ef ficiency

- 1 .
Recognifion offLiterary Devices

Remembering Information Read ,

Structural Recognition

Oral Reading

3.0

2.4
2.2
2.0
2.0

1.8

1.2

4.6

b.b

4.2

4.0

2.2

2.0

1.8

.
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within the Monroe School.Corporagion,'BloOmingtdn, Indiana (N=35). Teachers
polled were those'participatidg'ln the Professional Year Program, a field-
_based Féacher preparation program operated by the Division oi‘Teacher Educa-
tion at Indiana University. Group 2 cpnsisted of primary and intermediate
reading laboratory teachers in Brevard County School Corporation, Melbourne,
‘Florida (N=43). TeacHers polled were those participating in an inservic®
workshop on updating the Brevard Gounty Testing Program in Reading in Feb-. '
\ ruary 1974. Reading Laboratory Teacheré\serve as remedial reading tééchers o
, - .vand operate as reading resource teachers with the Brevard County schodls:

N

- - .
~ . -

§

~ ‘\ . L4 "
- Materials and Prdcedures ;
~ B -

The same materials and ‘procedures were used as in study one with the
intermediate reading teacher groups. Primary reading teacher groups received -
a modified set of djrections; namely, that they identify pupil outcomes ’

y appropriate for the termination of the primary school experience. Data were
collected from each gtoup in one setting. R ' .

Ld

4 RESULTS-STUDY TWO

Usable responses were received from all participants. Data received
from primary reading teachers (N=52) and intermediate reading teachers (N=26)
were analyzed separately and will be reported by subgroup within teacher grqups.

’
s

. ~ Apreement ; . ‘ * )

Kendali's Tau-Cprrélatiqn Between Ranks (T) was computed to determine
thé‘extent of agreement that existed among the subgroup rankings of the twelve
pupil outcomes. Tau was found to be .70 for the primary reading teacher sub-
groups and .38 for the intermediate reading teacher subgroups. ‘The significanqg
of tau was tested and found to be 'significant beyond the .0l level for the-
primary reading teacher subgroup comparison (z=3.18) and beyond the .05 level
for the intermediate reading teacher subgroup comflarison (z=1.72)"

’ »

-

' 4

. L]
. ~ . : . /  Acceptability

Participants in both groups were asked whathadditfbnal.goals or outcomes
they belidved ought to be considered as components of reading maturity. No

participant in either the primary or intermediate groups-offered additional *
statements oY made alterations to the list of outcomes given. ﬁmtgptabiiity
of the pupil outcomes as written was assumed. . B
- - .
K . Saliency .

- -

Tables 3 and.4 indicate the rank order and weighted mean aﬁzfages by
relative distribttion of pupil outcomés for primary and intermediate teacher
participants respectively. Analysis of this data suggests that the following o
outcomes are salient (weighted mean average above 3.5) for primary teachers: -

R

- )

-Phonetic Recognition . : . .-
~Recognition of Word Meaning- . ‘ ' . o .

- ’ o )

¢ 1 2 ‘
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In- contrast, the following pupil olitcomes aré’ sal
‘reading teachers: oo N " «
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~Inferepce Making from Reading Selections -
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\.  DISCUSSION oo

Data collegted and analyzed from prima¥y and inte
-reading add fyrther credence to the viability and acce

sumptions umderlying the formulation of an qperatidnal
maturity. Specifically, primary and intermediaté teac
werg fgund to be in_generaL_agreement with their subgr
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d attitudinal develop-
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TABLE 3

3.

'
~,
<

L4

e

o

r and Weighted Mean Averages- by Relatiwe
for Primary Reading Teachers (N=52)

' SCALi' RANK PUPIL OUTCOMES , SUBGROUP_RANK WEIGHTED | SCALE
A ‘ ORDER MONROE | BREVARD MEANS -
|46 . - S
v 1. *Phonetic Eecognition 1.5 1.5 4.5,
4.4 \ ‘1.5 ' |* Recognition of Wd Mng 1.5 1.5 ,6.5 4.4
L £.2 - 4.2
'~ 4 .
& - ) . .
4.0 3.5 Attitud¢ Toward Rdg Y4 4 3.9 4.0
o 3.5 Structural Recognition 6 3 3.9 .
3.8 5 Understanding Ideational 3 . 6 3.8 3.8
6 Remembering Info R 5 5 3.7 .
3.6 ) : ' 3.6
3.4 . 3.4
. . s .
3.2 N 3.2
] =7 3.0 7.5 | Inference Mkg frm Rdg 7 9 - 3.0 3.0
s 7.5 Oral Reading ’ 8 < 7.5 - 3.0 ‘
BS ©2.8 9 Silent Rdg Efficienty 9 7.5. 2.8 2.8
. 2.6 B —776
2.4 ‘ 2.4
- - 4
» w\" " ., k3 “ - .
- 2.2 2.2
2.0 10 Critical Reading 10:5 10 2.0 2.0
- 11 Attitude and Beh Mod fr Rdg {10.5 11- 1.9
1.8 -~ b . 1.8.
12 Recognition of Literary Dev (12 12 1.5 -
1.6 |- : 1.6
~~ 1.4
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LY e . TABLE 4 ) : o,

Overall and Subgroup Rank Order and WQiéhted Mean Averages by Relative 613—
g tribution of Pupil Outcomes for Intermediate Reading Teachers (N=26)
: . A

. SCALE_ | RANK ‘3—, PUPIL oyTCoMES | SUBGROUP RANK WEIGHTED |- SCALE
I ORDER o MONROE | BREVARD .|  MEANS
4.6 . N 4.6
12 . *
AT 4.4 . g.uf
W 1 ‘| Attitude Towards Rdg 1 |2 4.2 4.2
. ¢ . ) - e
) 07y g - . 4.0
E AN 4 . ;
- 3.8 2 Understanding Ideational: *pKA.S 1 3.8 3.8
3.6 3. Inference Mkg frm Rdg 2 4 , 3.6 3.6
3.4 ' ‘ - - v - 3.8% ¢
E N Remembering .Imfo Rd ’ 9 3 + 3% g
3.2 5.5 Attityde«& Beh Mod fm Rdg 6.5 ) N 3.0 3.21
5.5 silént Rdg Efficiency &% 8.5 “"e 3.0 S
‘ - 3.0 7.5 Recognition of Wd Mng 3 10 2.9 3.0
7.5 Critical Rdg 6.5 8.5 2.9
. 2.8 7.5 1= Structural Recognition 8 6.5 2.9 2.8
2.6 10 1 Phonetic Recognition 10.5 6.5 7.5 2.6
t T a
2.4 |- v - 2.4
T w2 : | : ' 2.2
A ) . J . . A ‘j
2.0 ‘11 oral Reading U 10.5- |11 2.0 - 2.0
1.8 | . R | - 1.8
a2 | Recognition of Litgrary 12 12 1.7 ,
1.6 K 1.6
L |t : ' 1.4
1.2 o o 1.2
L »
“ Zw
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aviors in comprehension and attitude were not
diate reading program, such
ing of ;eading‘in—’

Intermediate reading

belief that if higher level beh
developed and held the responsibility of the interme
behaviors would never be developed given the current handl
struction at upper levels--a point Seeming1§ well taken.
teachers, on the other hand, felt that the lack of.needed reading program de-
veldpment at the junior and senior levels should fot leave them the scapegodts
of faulty profes§iona1 practices—-énother poifit seemingly- well taken. While
consensus on this matter is probably unimportant in terms of the major thrust
- of research directed toward validating readipg teacher competencies, this find-
ing does point outsthe need for povement in many directions if the general im-

provement of reading instructypn is to result. | <#

What is far more interesting in terms of a'nclﬁsion5~to be drawn from the
¢ that this set of explorations has identified

research reported here is the fac
a viable procedure for operationalizing the formulation of definitions of read-
f reading continues to

Tng maturity at various levels. Research in the area o
instruction (Bond and Dykstra,

verify the¢ importance of-the teacher in reading

1967; Harris and Morrison, 1969;:Ramsey, 1962). Such résearch findings place a
tremendous professional responsibility‘onlr&ading teachers. It follows there-
fore that the professional teacher of rea@ing must also take an active role in de-
fining the érite{ﬁ?’to be used and in opeiationalizing defimritions of readipg .
maturity. The research reported here proviides educators with a viqble set of
procedures for initiating such teacher involvement and for continuing the active
pursuit of reg&drch focused on the validation of reading teacher competgrnicies.

\ &

i ' : .5 .
d be remiss if we, did not point out the pracsical applica-

tion of ‘the research procedure explored in these studies. Two seem obvjious;
The procedure can and has been used to study and compare reading faculty _mbers'

pgrceptions of reading at the college level. The findings of such ;esearch

serve to dfrect pragram development and can'do much to streng
Secopdly, public school personnel 1

*

" .
In closing, we woul

then preservice. T

"

+

P

L S U T N

. Py

teacher education programs in reading.

terested in identifying a vehicle for updating' and strengthening their school’s
reading program can initiate this prppedure—t involve their facglties in act{vely
exploring the issues involved in ‘reading in their schools. This application

of the pyocedure is currently being tested by %he investigators.

_ \ .
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